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of the course which my sense of duty will require me to
pusue. . RN
This Ordinance 1s founded, not on the indefeasible right
of resisting acts which are plainly uncenstitutional, and toe
oppressive to be endured, "i:]:ut on the strange position that
ny one State may not only declare an act of Congress
void, but prohibit its execution—that they may do this

censistently with the Constitution—that the true cunstrue-

tion of that instrument permits a State to retain its place in
the Union, and yet to be bound by no other of its lasws than
those it may choose to consider as constitutionai. It is
true, they add, that to justify this abrogation of alaw, it

must be palpably contray to the Constitution; butitis evident,

to give the right of resisting laws of that description, cou-
pied with the uncontrolled right to decide what Jaws de-
serve that character, is to give the power of resisting all
laws. For,as by theory there is no appeal, the reasons
alledged by the State, good or bad, must prevail. If it
should be said that public opinion is a sufficient check
ageinst the abuse of this power, it may be asked why it is
not deemed a sufficient guard ‘against the passage of an
unconstitutional act by Congress® There 1s, however, a
estraint in this last case, which makes the assumed power
of 2 State more indefeasible, and which does not exist in
the other. There are two appeals from an unconstitution-
alact passed by Congress—one to the J udiciary, the other {o
the people and the States. There is no appeal from the
State decision in theory, and the practical illustration.
shows that the Courts are closed against an application to
review it, both judges and jurors Seing sworn to decide in
itsfavor. But reasoning on this subject is superfluons
when our social compact in express terms declares, that
the laws of the United States, its Constitution, and treaties
made under it, are the supreme law of the land; and for
greater caution, adds, “that the Judges in every State shall
be bound thereby, any thing in the Constitution or laws of
any State to the contrary notwithstanding.” And it may
be asserted, without fear of refutation, that no Federative
Government could exist without 2 similar provision. Look
T 3 moment to the consequence. .

If South Carolina considers the revenue laws unconsti-
Wtional, apd has a right to prevent their execution in the
Bort of Charleston, there would be a clear constitutional
objection 45 their collection in every other port, and no
Tevenue could be collected any where; for all imposts must
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